The Challenge to Liberty, Again 
First Things First 


The Challenge to Liberty was a book written by former President Hoover after 
losing the 1932 election to Franklin Roosevelt. In it, Hoover defended the political 
philosophy of Liberalism against the rise of new political theories that challenged 
American liberty in his day. These he identified as Socialism, Communism, Fascism, 
Nazism and National Regimentation, better known as Progressivism. 


There isn’t time or space to go into detail about the history, content, merits and 
demerits of these competing philosophies so I’ll ask for the benefit of the doubt and for 
patience when I say that Liberalism is the political philosophy of the American Founding 
not the modern Democratic Party. That Progressivism is the natural enemy of liberalism 
and that if the Civil War was America’s second founding then the Progressive Era was its 
third. 

Briefly, l'll offer a few pieces of evidence for this beginning with Hoover’s 
definition of liberalism. 


“Liberty is a thing of the spirit—to be free to worship, to think, to hold opinions, and to 
speak without fear—free to challenge wrong and oppression with surety of justice. Liberty 
conceives that the mind and spirit of men can be free only if the individual is free to choose his 
own calling, to develop his talents, to win and to keep a home sacred from intrusion, to rear 
children in ordered security. It holds he must be free to earn, to spend, to save, to accumulate 
property that may give protection in old age and to loved ones. 

In every generation men and women of many nations have died that the human spirit may 
be thus free. In our race, at Plymouth Rock, at Lexington, at Valley Forge, at Yorktown, at New 
Orleans, at every step of the Western frontier, at Gettysburg, at San Juan Hill, in the Argonne, are 
the graves of Americans who died for this purpose. 

From these sacrifices and in the consummation of these liberties there grew a great 
philosophy of society—Liberalism. The high tenet of this philosophy is that Liberty is an 
endowment from the Creator of every individual man and woman upon which no power, whether 
economic or political, can encroach, and that not even the government may deny.” 


Next we can see if there is evidence from the founders themselves that affirms 


liberalism as the ideological underpinning of the American revolution and constitution. 
Let’s compare our Declaration of Independence with liberalism's foundational text. 
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Thomas Jefferson 


We hold these Truths to be 
self-evident, that all Men are created equal, 
that they are endowed by their Creator with 
certain unalienable Rights, that among these 
are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of 
Happiness 


Experience hath shewn, that 
Mankind are more disposed to suffer, while 
Evils are sufferable, than to right themselves 
by abolishing the Forms to which they are 
accustomed. But when a long Train of 
Abuses and Usurpations, pursuing invariably 
the same Object, evinces a Design to reduce 
them under absolute Despotism, it is their 
Right, it is their Duty, to throw off such 
Government, and to provide new Guards for 
their future Security 


We, therefore, the Representatives of 
the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, in 
General Congress, Assembled, appealing to 
the Supreme Judge of the World for the 
Rectitude of our Intentions 


The Declaration of Independence’ 


John Locke 


The state of nature has a law of 
nature to govern it, which obliges every one: 
and reason, which is that law, teaches all 
mankind, who will but consult it, that being 
all equal and independent, no one ought to 
harm another in his life, health, liberty, or 
possessions 


All the slips of human frailty, will be 
born by the people without mutiny or 
murmur. But if a long train of abuses, 
prevarications and artifices, all tending the 
same way, make the design visible to the 
people, and they cannot but feel what they lie 
under, and see whither they are going; it is 
not to be wondered, that they should then 
rouze themselves, and endeavour to put the 
rule into such hands which may secure to 
them the ends for which government was at 
first erected 


God in heaven is judge. He alone, it is 
true, is judge of the right. But every man is 
judge for himself, as in all other cases, so in 
this, whether another hath put himself into a 
state of war with him, and whether he should 
appeal to the Supreme Judge 


The Second Treatise of Government? 


I hope that the shared DNA is clearly evident but we can find further support in a 


third place, the writings of America’s critics. 
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In his history of liberalism, leading progressive philosopher John Dewey wrote, 
“The outstanding points of Locke’s version of liberalism are that governments are 
instituted to protect the rights that belong to individuals prior to political organization of 
social relations. These rights are those summed up a century later in the American 
Declaration of Independence: the rights of life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.”* 


Now returning to Herbet Hoover. He was himself the head of an executive agency 
under Woodrow Wilson, America’s first progressive president. However, by the time he 
lost the oval office to FDR, Hoover clearly recognized the threat to liberty posed by this 
new and foreign theory. So he rang the bell to warn Americans. 

That is my purpose here. To sound the alarm, so to speak, about a new ascendant 
political philosophy that considers itself the enemy of American liberalism and with the 
purpose of displacing our 250 year old system of liberal, constitutional republicanism. 


Then, like now, these theories originated in the academy and only once they’ve 
matured do they spread to politicians and begin reshaping society. Theologian John 
Gresham Machen said, “What is today a matter of academic speculation begins tomorrow 
to move armies and pull down empires.” Then, like now, the enemies of American 
liberalism come from both the political “left” and the political “right”. Recall that the 
original progressives were Democrats and Republicans, Woodrow Wilson and Theodore 
Roosevelt. Now understand that this new challenge to liberty comes from the right, the 
“New Right” and their theories have just moved from the academy to the White House. 


The Postliberal Order 


Now the title, the Postliberal Order may sound ominous in a New World Order 
type of way, but this is actually what they named their own blog.‘ Being a new political 
faction in its early stages of formation, it hasn’t yet coalesced under a single banner. Soa 
few words about who belongs to it are in order. It goes by various labels, the New Right, 
Post-Liberalism, Aristopopulism, Common Good Constitutionalism (or Conservatism), 
National Conservatism, Christian Nationalism and Catholic Integralism. For our 
purposes here I will use the term Postliberalism & Aristopopulism for a few reasons. One 
being they are the most accurate. Post meaning after and liberal meaning liberty, fits a 
political philosophy concerned with governing a society where liberty has been displaced. 
Aristopopulism describes in a positive sense what that new society looks like, an 
aristocratic few ruling in the interests of a populist many. 
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Second, it is the narrowest and therefore the least confusing. Common Good 
Constitutionalism many inadvertently lump constitutionalists in with the postliberals. 
National Conservatism may include many conservatives who would reject the core 
principles of postliberalism. Christian Nationalism, a distinct movement, is too broad and 
could be misunderstood to include patriotic Christians. Catholic Integralism could give 
the impression it’s a catholic project, it’s not, and would smear many catholics who 
repudiate the postliberal agenda on theological grounds. Many who love and defend 
American liberty may fall under these labels but I’m sufficiently persuaded that none are 
going around under the name of Postliberal or Aristopopulist. 


Some of postliberalism’s leading proponents are senator (and future Vice 
President) J.D. Vance, senator Josh Hawley, political science professor Patrick Deneen at 
Notre Dame, constitutional law professor Adrian Vermeule at Harvard, author & editor at 
Compact magazine Sohrab Amari and columnist & editor at Newsweek magazine Josh 
Hammer, among others. 

We must heed Madison’s warning that, “a well-instructed people alone can be 
permanently a free people.” With a presidential election on the horizon and victory all but 
assured for President Trump it’s imperative to understand the implications of elevating a 
postliberal like J.D. Vance to the second highest office in the nation. Freedom loving 


Americans must be aware of and ready to resist authoritarianism whether it comes from 
the “left” or the “right.” 


“Once you understand that conservatism is the antithesis of liberalism, then you can more 
easily identify its foes.” - Patrick Deneen’ 


Now if you're reading this as a conservative, you may be surprised that by 
conservatism, Deneen doesn’t mean you. No, you're what he means when he says liberalism. 
Pll allow him to explain himself in his own words. 


“What has passed as “conservatism” in the United States for the past half century is today 
exposed... All along, it was a species of “liberalism” that rejected the core tenets of an original 
conservatism... In fundamental respects, then, American conservatism—as a form of 
liberalism—was effectively a progressive philosophy.” 
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In his view American conservatism is liberalism in that American conservatives are 
classical liberals, “that assumed the label “conservative.””’ So what form of conservatism 
is he referring to when he calls it the antithesis of liberalism? Common Good Conservatism. 
Specifically, pre-enlightenment, European conservatism. It’s illustrative that when 
Ludwig von Mises, renowned liberal economist, published his book ‘Liberalism’ in the 
United States he needed to retitle it “The Free and Prosperous Commonwealth’ because 
by the 1960’s the word had become a derogatory term to the political right. 


It’s this Old World conservatism that stands in opposition to American 
conservatism, i.e. liberalism. It’s suspicious of core American values such as equality & 
freedom of speech, openly hostile to our constitution & individual liberty and rejects 
outright free market capitalism & republicanism. In a word, it’s authoritarian. Now, you 
may ask in what possible sense could a postliberal find support within the Republican 
Party. Therein lies the danger. Like the progressive reformers of the early 1900’s they 
appeal to the desires of the people and promise results. They are populists and they offer 
Republicans the political victories that the old Republican establishment failed to deliver. 
Restoration of faith, family, law & order. Reversal of the disastrous and divisive policies of 
the progressive left, woke corporations, indoctrination in universities and propagandizing 
media. 

They come under the banner of conservative Republicans but this is due to 
political expediency alone. Deneen admits as much in his book, Regime Change, “The 
“postliberal order” will cut across current political parties, its current best hope is a “new 
right.” This label obscures as much as it assists, since a great deal of the economic 
program of the “new right” takes its cues from the older social democratic tradition of the 
left. It has become clear that the right is more willing to “move left” economically than 
the left is to “move right” on social issues” The postliberals have more in common with 
the progressives than they would like to admit. Richard Reinsch bluntly states that 
Deneen, “is a progressive and should not pretend otherwise.”"' Ironically this is because 
the Progressive Era marked a return to the aristocratic rule of the Old World that these 
common good conservatives wish to rebuild. Again, Hoover's words are prescient. 


“The original ‘Conservatives’ were those who believed that human rights sprang from the 
State or the Sovereign—curious analogy to many of the modern Radicals,” Hoover’s term for 
progressives, “who daily claim to be Liberals under the cloak of Socialism or tinder the 
expansion of bureaucracies which would dictate the lives of men. These have simply shifted from 
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the Divine Right of Kings to the Divine Right of Bureaucracies. In this sense the Radicals of today 
are the Conservatives of yesterday.” 


In denying individual natural rights, the original progressives adopted the view of 
the original conservative defenders of monarchy. The same original conservatism that the 
postliberals seek to introduce today. Therefore it should be no surprise that the 
unconstitutional and tyrannical Administrative State that the progressives built is exactly 
the type of government that postliberals seek to use for their new ruling class. Now surely 
no red-blooded American would stand for the formation of an elite ruling class, after all 
that’s exactly what we revolted against in 1776. To suggest such a thing would be political 
suicide. Yet, this is precisely how the aristopopulists intend to achieve their goals. 


“A lot of conservatives have said we should deconstruct the administrative state, we should 
basically eliminate the administrative state and I’m sympathetic to that project but another option 
is that we should just seize the administrative state for our own purposes. I think Trump is going to 
run again in 2024, I think he'll probably win again in 2024. I think what Trump should do if I was 
giving him one piece of advice, fire every single mid-level bureaucrat, every civil servant in the 
administrative state, replace them with our people.” - J.D. Vance 


“There is no alternative to the administrative state. There is no dismantling of it. To 
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dismantle it would be to dismantle the American constitutional order.”'* - Adrian Vermeule 


The progressives and the postliberals both consider liberalism a failed theory that 
needed to be replaced. They both reject the liberal belief that the people are capable of 
self-government and therefore must be governed by a ruling elite. For the progressives it’s 
the civil servants, ‘apolitical’ experts. For the postliberals, it’s the ‘noble’ aristocrats. 


“We would have to think about the formation of an elite, the formation of a new ruling 
class.” - Patrick Deneen 
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“If we're going to actually really affect real change in the country, it will require us 
completely replacing the existing ruling class with another ruling class.”'® - J.D. Vance 


These so-called conservatives, like their supposed enemies, the progressives, have 
a disturbing desire for power and view constitutional limits on that power as an obstacle 
to be overcome. “We really need to be really ruthless when it comes to the exercise of 
power,”” anticipating the Supreme Court will do its constitutional duty to check an 
overreaching executive, Vance suggests, “when the courts stop you, stand before the 
country, like Andrew Jackson did, and say, ‘the Chief Justice has made his ruling, now let 
him enforce it.” Vance’s justification is common among postliberals, the ends justify the 
means. “We are in the late republican period. If we’re going to push back against it, we 
have to get pretty wild and pretty far out there and go in directions that a lot of 
conservatives right now are uncomfortable with,” he said in a podcast to which the 
interviewer replied, “Indeed, I gotta say among some of my circle the phrase extra 


constitutional has come up quite a bit” 


This idea of unrestrained governmental power being directed towards social 
progress or the common good is something the original progressives were intimately 
familiar with. “There is no danger in power, if only it be not irresponsible,” wrote 
Woodrow Wilson, “If [a man] feels himself intrusted with a large freedom of discretion, 
the greater his power the less likely is he to abuse it, the more is he nerved and sobered 


and elevated by it.””” 


This stands in stark contrast to the old liberal maxim: “Power tends to corrupt and 
absolute power corrupts absolutely.” 


Which is of course the view held by the American founders, that men being men 
and not angels, were too easily corrupted. Leading them to devise a system of government 
with balanced and separated powers. It’s no surprise their constitution proved to be an 
obstacle for postliberals and progressives alike. Speaking of our liberal U.S. Constitution, 
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Deneen writes, “Its architects recognized that this philosophy would be unlikely to appeal 
to the “many,” and, as a result, developed a theory of constitutionalism that would provide 
maximum protections to individual liberty and property rights at the expense of concerns 
for the common good.” 


Cynical towards the American founders, Deneen views the constitutional 
protections afforded to individuals not as means to “guard the society against oppression 
of its rulers” and “to guard one part of the society against the injustice of the other part?” 
but as a way to insulate the rich ‘few from the poor ‘many. Fortunately for the common 
good conservatives, the progressives have already paved the way for them to do an end 
run around the constitution. Wilson decried the founders ‘Newtonian constitution with 
its “checks and balances” as an impediment to progress and reinterpreted it as a 
‘Darwinian’ constitution, a living constitution. Through which he could fashion a new 
branch of government, a fourth branch of government. An Administrative State through 
which his enlightened experts could govern society. 

The actual work has been done. Liberalism has already been supplanted. The 
machinery is in place. For all their talk of ushering in a postliberal order, the postliberals 
overlook the fact that we already have a postliberal order. For them ‘Regime Change’ is 
just that. Replacing the left wing elites with right wing elites who can use the machine 
they built for the common good. 


“The peaceful but vigorous overthrow of a corrupt and corrupting liberal ruling class and 
the creation of a postliberal order in which existing political forms can remain in place, as long as 
a fundamentally different ethos informs those institutions and the personnel who populate key 
offices and positions. While superficially the same political order, the replacement of rule by a 
progressive elite by a regime ordered to the common good through a “mixed constitution” will 
constitute a genuine regime change.” - Patrick Deneen 


This is what Georgetown constitutional law professor Randy Barnett aptly calls, 
deep state constitutionalism. James Patterson, professor of politics at Ave Maria 
University, questions the wisdom of common good constitutionalism, “The classical legal 
tradition and common good discussions are just cover for encouraging conservative 
lawyers and judges to adopt a right-wing living constitutionalism by another name, and 
direct this approach toward discrete conservative policy goals just as progressives do. The 
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constitution then becomes nothing more than an instrument for devising interpretations 


favorable to conservative interest groups. At this point, why have a constitution at all?” 


Now maybe their methods are questionable, tyrannical even, but what about their 
goals? If I seem to be exaggerating their willingness to use tyrannical power know that 
this is how they describe themselves. “What is needed is the application of Machiavellian 
means to achieve Aristotelian ends,” Deneen writes. Vance, for his part, shared a stage 
with Deneen and endorsed his Machiavellian project. “We on the post-liberal right, on 
the new right... when we talk about changing the regime, which is in fact a word that I 
myself have used before, I agree with Patrick and I think we have to be clear about how 
difficult it is.” 

In a 2021 speech at the Claremont Institute Vance advocated using the same 
“means of the left” in order to win. Take a moment to ask yourself, what are the methods 
of the left? The new right’s calls for blatant authoritarianism hasn’t escaped criticism 
from fellow conservatives such as Vivek Ramaswamy. 


“I don’t think we’re going to beat the left by adopting the methods of the left. I don’t care 
to replace a left wing nanny state with a right wing nanny state. Our goal is to dismantle the 
nanny state altogether, permanently, once and for all. If we succeed in doing so, that will mark the 
beginning of an American revival that starts with the radical principle of the American founding. 


That the people who we elect to run the government will once again be the ones who actually run 


the government. Saying hell no to the vision of Old World Europe that distrusts We the People.” - 


Vivek Ramaswamy 


So just what would the postliberals do once they hold the reigns of power? In 
short, economic socialism. “National distribution of productive work, the expectation of a 


family-supportive wage for at least one member of a family, and the redistribution of 


social capital?” 
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At the 2024 National Conservatism conference, Josh Hawley, channeling 
trust-busting progressive Teddy Roosevelt, endorsed Christian Nationalism on one side 
and rebuked free market capitalism on the other. 


“Republicans can start by defending the common man’s work. In the choice between 
capital and labor, between money and people, it’s time for Republicans to get back to their roots 
and start prioritizing the working man. 

Abraham Lincoln said it best when he said, “Capital is only the fruit of labor. Labor is 
superior to capital and deserves much higher consideration.” Theodore Roosevelt spoke for the 
same tradition when he said, “I’m for business yes but I am for manhood first and business as an 
adjunct to manhood.” That’s the spirit we need. The Republican Party of tomorrow, a party that 
can unite the nation, must put people before money and the way to do that is to prioritize the 
interests of the working person. 

It’s time Republicans embrace unions. The trade unions of the working man are absolutely 
vital to the future of the working man in this country. I’m not talking about public sector unions, I 
mean the unions that go to bat for the working guy and his family. I’ve been on the picket line with 
the teamsters. I voted to help them unionize Amazon. I supported the railway strike and the auto 
worker strike and I am proud of it.”*° 


Understand that it’s no coincidence that when President Trump invited union 
boss, Sean O’Brien, to speak at the Republican National Convention he praised senators 
J.D. Vance and particularly Josh Hawley for abandoning his position on right to work.” 
Despite claiming to be standing up for the American worker, Hawley opposes Americans' 
right to work unless they first join a union. Restricting Americans’ freedom to work on 
their own terms is nothing new for critics of economic liberalism. 

Liberty of contract was once a constitutionally guaranteed right. The 14th 
amendment protects liberalism's three fundamental natural rights of life, liberty and 
property. Liberty was understood to be, “the right of the citizen to be free in the 
enjoyment of all his faculties, to be free to use them in all lawful ways, to live and work 
where he will, to earn his livelihood by any lawful calling, to pursue any livelihood or 
avocation, and for that purpose to enter into all contracts which may be proper, necessary, 
and essential to his carrying out to a successful conclusion the purposes above 
mentioned.” 
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In the name of protecting the American worker, progressives challenged this 
essential right. Based on the same belief aristopopulists hold that men aren’t responsible 
enough to make their own decisions but must be looked after by a paternalistic 
government. The Lochner Era Supreme Court that defended liberty of contract is long 
gone and now even positive legislation restoring this right faces opposition from 
so-called conservatives who have defected to socialistic economics. 


“True Liberalism is found not in striving to spread bureaucracy, but in striving to set 
bounds to it. Liberalism is a force proceeding from the deep realization that economic freedom 
cannot be sacrificed if political freedom is to be preserved. True Liberalism seeks all legitimate 
freedom first in the confident belief that without such freedom the pursuit of other blessings is in 
vain.” - Herbert Hoover 


Counter-Revolution 


This regime change being touted by the postliberal “New Right” ultimately is not a 
return to the America of the 50’s, the 20’s or even the 1700’s. It’s a counter revolution 
against the American founding. It’s not a cleansing of RINO’s from the conservative 
movement. To them conservatives themselves are “Conservatives in Name Only”. Their 
philosophical tradition is inherited from those in Britain who opposed the English Whigs 
and Liberal Party. They identify with “Tory Democracy” or one-nation conservatism, the 
“Tory socialist” tradition of English mutualism.” 

When progressivism urged it was time to evolve forward from the ideals of the 


American founding, President Calvin Coolidge gave them this warning: 


“If all men are created equal, that is final. If they are endowed with inalienable rights, that 
is final. If governments derive their just powers from the consent of the governed, that is final. No 
advance, no progress can be made beyond these propositions. If anyone wishes to deny their truth 
or their soundness, the only direction in which he can proceed historically is not forward, but 
backward toward the time when there was no equality, no rights of the individual, no rule of the 
people. Those who wish to proceed in that direction can not lay claim to progress. They are 


reactionary. Their ideas are not more modern, but more ancient, than those of the Revolutionary 
fathers.” 


Postliberalism agrees with Coolidge and sees this as a virtue. There’s a reason why 
Vance downplayed the importance of America’s founding ideals in his speech accepting 
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the nomination for Vice President. For postliberals, returning to the liberal principles of 
the founding would be a mistake. Deneen explained this thinking during a debate with 
Hillsdale college professor Michael Anton on the question of whether we should return to 
the founders to save america? 


“The founding, by this telling, was largely reducible to a set of philosophical ideas whose 
most distinct appeal lay in a liberal grounding that was timeless and placeless. America was cast 
as an idea. As a theory. The liberal philosophers who were of particular interest, particularly John 
Locke, the founding itself came to be understood as a set of principles that transcended place, 
transcended history, that were advanced as self-evident and as universal.” This view, Deneen 
derides as unhistorical, “the call to return to the founding sounds like an appeal to something 
ancient and yet the call to return to the founding, if I’m right, is in fact an appeal to return to a set 
of ideas. A set of philosophic principles. Ultimately a theory of abstractions that don’t actually 
reflect any actual human community that has ever existed. We don’t need a return to the founding, 


what we need is a less theoretical, less ideological America.” 


Once again Deneen echoes the relativist historicism of Dewey, “The earlier liberals 
lacked historic sense and interest... Their own special interpretations of liberty, 
individuality and intelligence were themselves historically conditioned, and were relevant 
only to their own time. They put forward their ideas as immutable truths good at all times 
and places; they had no idea of historic relativity.’*’” Deneen accuses classical liberals such 
as Leo Strauss and Harry Jaffa of inventing a fictional, idealistic version of the American 
founding. It’s worth reading a portion of Jaffa’s essay, Never Before in History: 


“Every human good we enjoy today is, directly or indirectly, a legacy from what the 
Founders wrought, and Lincoln preserved. That legacy was formed by what the American 
Founders called an experiment in free government, at the heart of which is a simple, yet radical 
idea: that under the laws of nature and of nature’s God, all men are created equal. 

From this idea, and this idea alone, flow all the precepts of free government. If all men are 
created equal, it is unjust for one man to rule another without his consent. If men possess rights by 
nature, the purpose of government is to protect our natural liberty. As we know the purpose of 
government we know also of its limitations, and so we limit the power of government by writing a 
constitution, and requiring the government as well as citizens to live under the rule of law- laws 
which must be consented to by the citizens in order to be legitimate. 

Today the principles of the American Founding have been thrust aside and debased. 
Historicism, relativism, positivism, and nihilism—modern doctrines which mock wisdom and 


°° Deneen, Patrick. “Return to the Founders to Save America?” YouTube, Intercollegiate Studies 
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scorn virtue—have at the dawn of the twenty-first century come to dominate American political 
thought, giving rise to a politics of “self expression” and “multiculturalism,” where immorality is 
celebrated and dependency is encouraged. 

It will take a long and hard struggle to reclaim our noble inheritance from the forces of 
darkness, but, if we are to reclaim it, we must begin by reclaiming the moral principles of freedom. 
Those principles are set forth with unrivaled clarity and eloquence in the Declaration of 
Independence. It is not, then, simply a matter of patriotic flag waving, but of liberty loving 
necessity, that we reflect on the moral meaning of the Declaration.”* 


Jaffa was right that the principles of the American founding have been soundly 
rejected. (Postliberal claims that our nation is dominated by social and economic 
libertarians notwithstanding.) After all, Hoover lost and liberalism was drowned under 
twelve years of progressive rule. Just three days after Vance was chosen to join Trump on 
the Republican ticket, Deneen hailed it as the nail in the coffin of idealistic American 
liberalism. 


Epitaph for West Coast Straussianism: 


“America is not just an idea, is a group of people with a shared history and 
common purpose” - @JDVance1 


RIP Jaffaism, 1979-2024” 


A chorus of postliberals declared it a paradigm shift in the Republican Party. 
Commenting on Vance’s speech, Sohrab Ahmari noted, “I gotta tell you guys, I really 
didn’t think the Republicans had it in them to go THIS far in ditching the old free-market 
gospel-even at the level of rhetoric. A historic moment.” Rod Dreher posted, “@jdvance1 
is the future of the GOP - he will be in his mid-40s when Trump’s next term ends - and 
he is declaring that the GOP is a different party than the one we have known. Thank God! 
We are now likely at the start of the Vance Era.” Josh Hammer said, “J.D. Vance’s speech 
tonight will be remembered as an epochal moment for the Republican Party. It’s the 
arrival of NatCon/New Right on the biggest stage in all of American conservatism.” 
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“He had a choice between a Vance like figure or a Doug Burgum like figure for his 
ticket and he made a quite notable choice. So I think that certainly speaks to what he 
might be thinking. It also, just as a practical matter, means that Vance gets to bring a 
team to the White House that thinks the way that he does. That will have an enormous 
influence on the way that policy goes.”*° Observed Oren Cass, the founder of American 
Compass, a postliberal think tank working to, “supplant blind faith in free markets.” 


Postliberals believe that America is failing not because we abandoned our 
principles but because they were failing principles to begin with. As Deneen puts it, 
American liberalism has failed because it succeeded. In the end, people must be ruled, “It 
is not enough to ensure their freedom to pursue such goods; rather, it is the duty of the 
political order to positively guide them to, and provide the conditions for the enjoyment 
of, the goods of human life. “Religious liberty,” “academic freedom,” “free markets,” 
“checks and balances,” etc. are no substitutes for piety, truth, equitable prosperity, and 
just government.”*! 

Aristopopulism misunderstands the American conception of the proper role of 
government. American liberty denies the state can ever be a true source of piety, truth or 
prosperity and any attempt to assume that authority renders it unjust. One review of Why 


Liberalism Failed in the Claremont Review of Books puts it this way. 


“What a liberal constitution cannot do is satisfy the heart’s deepest longings for 
redemption, salvation, communion, and perfection. Constitutionalism deflects these longings away 
from the political order, while not inhibiting their satisfaction in the private. Deneen doesn’t see 
this, even though it is right in front of him. The genius of liberalism is that where it does not 
provide answers, it creates the space in which citizens can come up with answers of their own. 


That is why it’s called self-government, after all.” 


The stage is set for a regime change and Republicans are particularly vulnerable. 
After years of degradation at the hands of the left it’s tempting to accept someone, 
anyone, willing to fight back. One Christian Nationalist expressed his lost faith in the 
U.S. Constitution and the need for an American Caesar. “I don’t think constitutioning 
even harder is going to get us out of our current mess. I don’t see us getting out of this 
apart from things getting worse and worse. Then eventually like a Caesar type rising 
through the ranks, a populist figure and the people are desperate and they're like “Yes, do 
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it. Then so and so, constitution be damned, just rules with an iron fist, like a Cromwell 
type. Then maybe it’s just a one generation kind of thing and then you have to move back 
to aristocracy.” 

Postliberals will appeal to Christians sense of morality, charity and justice to gain 
support. They rightfully point to the decaying effects that secularism has had on our 
country. This too, is a lesson they learned from the progressive reformers of the early 20th 
century. Social progress was driven through the postmillenial-tinged Social Gospel 
movement. Socialist theologian Walter Rauschenbusch wrote that the Kingdom of 
Heaven, “is not a matter of getting individuals to heaven, but of transforming the life on 
earth into the harmony of heaven.’ The temperance movement being the most notable 
progressive reform achieved by Christians, culminating with the prohibition of alcohol by 
the 18th Amendment. The transfer of this responsibility from the church to the state has 
only led to the diminishing role of the church, not genuine moral reform. Whitewashed 
tombs that appear beautiful but inside are filled with dead men’s bones. 


American conservatives committed to republicanism, constitutionalism and 
liberalism need to be ready to resist this new, or should I say old, challenge to liberty. 
Postliberalism suffers from the same flaws it identifies in its rivals, progressivism and 
marxism. It accepts without question the marxist notion of class. There actually is an 
aristocracy, a noble few, and there is a working class, the common many. It shares the 
progressive distrust of universal truths and the people’s ability to self-govern. Worst of all, 
like marxism and progressivism, it is unnatural. 


They have a goal in mind for the people that the people don’t have for themselves 
and since the people don’t cooperate willingly, they must be led, shaped or coerced. 
Marxists had to engineer revolution because as it turned out, the people were content 
with the free market and property rights. Progressives had to push evolution forward, 
drive social progress through the state because the people were fine being left to pursue 
their own happiness. Postliberalism, despite it populist sympathies, intends to wield 
unconstitutional power to impose moral reform on the people. 

Liberalism, on the other hand, understands human nature because it understands 
Christian theology. It doesn’t ask what human nature should be and then concocts a 
political scheme to achieve it. It asks, what is human nature and then constructs a society 
to accommodate it. If men are in fact created equal, it will put them at dis-ease to oppress 
them. So rule only by their consent. If men in fact have free will, they'll chafe at 
restrictions on their liberty. So restrict the government's sphere of influence. If God 
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established a law, then it supersedes human law. So positive laws must conform to natural 
law. If men are rational creatures, then they ought to be trusted to pursue the Good on 
their own. So don’t herd them like cattle towards whatever “common good” the state 
deems best. 


This postliberal regime change must be defeated, its ideas refuted and its 
politicians ejected from office. Not out of love for the current progressive regime but 
because it’s not a grassroots return to our Declaration and Constitution. It’s an organized 
counter-revolution against them. I recommend reading Regime Change: Toward a 
Postliberal Future in order to understand their project. A project that J.D. Vance endorsed 
with his review, “Deneen does more than show how our present ruling class has declared 
war on beauty, tradition, and the social institutions that make life worth living; he 
articulates a vision for a populist politics that can rebuild what has been torn down.” This 
challenge to liberty doesn’t end with the publication of a book of political theory but a 
counter-revolution, “that must begin with the raw assertion of political power by a new 


generation of political actors inspired by an ethos of common-good conservatism.” 


“Common-good constitutionalism will favor a powerful presidency ruling over a powerful 
bureaucracy. The bureaucracy will be seen not as an enemy, but as the strong hand of legitimate 
rule. The state is to be entrusted with the authority to protect the populace from the vagaries and 
injustices of market forces, from employers who would exploit them as atomized individuals, and 
from corporate exploitation and destruction of the natural environment. Elaborating on the 
common-good principle that no constitutional right to refuse vaccination exists, constitutional law 
will define in broad terms the authority of the state to protect the public’s health and well-being, 
protecting the weak from pandemics and scourges of many kinds, even when doing so requires 
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overriding the selfish claims of individuals to private “rights. 
The ideas are then disseminated in popular media to garner support and change 
public opinion. In The Atlantic, calls appear to reinterpret the purpose of the 
constitution, “not to maximize individual autonomy or to minimize the abuse of power, 
but instead to ensure the ruler has the power needed to rule well... the central aim of the 
constitutional order is to promote good rule, not to “protect liberty.” Just authority in 
rulers can be exercised for the good of subjects, if necessary even against the subjects’ 
own perceptions of what is best for them.” Influencers suggest that conservatives 
should, “reconceptualize our side’s own approach to the rule of law. We need to get 
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comfortable wielding the levers of state power as our opponents do, to “reward friends 
and punish enemies.” While new right economists craft policies for their Nationalist 
Conservative politicians like Marco Rubio to filter and relay to the voters, “Our country 
does not need, and Americans are not interested, in a capitalism that means we are here 
to do what is best for the market. What we need is a “Common Good Capitalism” in 
which the market is here to serve us, to serve our country, our national interests, and our 
people.” 

Our future Vice President, J.D. Vance, being a self proclaimed fan of The Lord of 
the Rings, would do well to learn from Tolkien’s insight about human susceptibility to 
corruption. The enduring moral lesson of that story is that absolute power cannot safely 
be used by men for good. It will end in tyranny. 


“We do not desire the power of wizard-lords, only strength to defend ourselves, strength in 
a just cause. And behold! in our need chance brings to light the Ring of Power. It is a gift, I say; a 
gift to the foes of Mordor. It is mad not to use it, to use the power of the Enemy against him. The 
fearless, the ruthless, these alone will achieve victory.””° - Boromir 


“We really need to be really ruthless when it comes to the exercise of power.” - J.D. Vance 


The Administrative State will soon be in the hands of a Republican administration. 
They must resist the temptation to use it and instead cast it into the fire. 
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